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A STUDY OF SOME ATIIIODES TOWARDS
THE DOCTOR OF ARTS DEGREE IN THE SOUTHWEST1

Palph D. Norman2

The University cf New Mexico

Considerable attention has been devoted in recent years to the
Doctor of Arts degree. In its basic conceptualization, it has been stressed
as a degree aimed at preparation of individuals for undergraduate teaching,
although there at least one prestigious graduate school considering it as
a degree for other sorts of professional assignments. The college teaching
thrust has been emphasized and endorsed in official statements of the Council
of Graduate Schools (CGS) and of the American Association of State Colleges
and Universities (AASCU). The D.A. has also been espoused by the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education. A pioneer institution, Carnegie-Mellon
University, established the degree in 1967 and has already awarded it in a
number of fields. Carnegie Corporation frants have been given to ten other
universities for D.A. programs to begin Ji-n the fall of 1971. Interest in the
degree has been so great that the Carnegie and Johnson Foundations supported
a conference on it held at the Johnson Fo-Indation at Wingspread (Racine,
Wisconsin) under the sponsorship of the (--;S in October, 1970, a report on
which was released in spring 1971 (Ea;troan, 1970a).

Previous reports on attituiez i-owards the D.A. are quite limited.
Anderson (1970), at Wingspread, gave ar recount of a telephone poll of presi-
dents of eight various degree-level institutions in Iowa, among whom reactions
were quite mixed. He also reported a study done by Eckley, of Drake Univer-
sity, which was limited to 18 two-year _nd 26 four-year colleges in seven mid-
western states. These 44 institutions re 65% of an original sample of 68
polled with a very short questionnaire. Examination of his questionnaire
(Eckley, personal communication, 1971) revealed only four useable questions,
two bearing some resemblance to ones used in this study. Also, there was no
statistical analysis of his data. Pittman (1970) gave an impressionistic
account of attitudes about the D.A. of administratoi- of Black instituticals,
the tenor of which was one of optimism mixed wit . caution because of the
special needs of Black students.

The author, requested to study carefully the whole matter of the
D.A. for its eventual consideration for adoption at his own institution,

1
Specia1 api-reciation is due Dr. Chester C. Travelstead, Vice President for

Academic Affairs, University of New Mexico, for provision of funds to support
this research.

2
Professor of Psychology and Associate Dean, College of Arts and Sciences,

University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87106. This study is to
be submitted for publication. Reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited
without special permission of the author.



presents here a comprehensive study of attitudes towards the degree. While
it was done only among institutions in the Southwest, it is felt that it has
broad applicability to other areas of the country as wee1.3

METHOD

Because it was lesired to ascertain interest in and need for the
D.A. in institutions locatet1 in and around New Mexice, a questionnaire was
sent to all accredited higher education institutions in the states of New
Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Colorado, Oklahoma, Wyoming and Texas. Included were
those fully accredited as well as recognized candidates for accreditation.
To insure as many replies as possible, the author followed findings about
which he had written in a paper on mail questionnaires (Norman, 1948). The
first questionnaire wave was sent out on December 7, 1970 and the follow-up
wave on January 21, 1971.

The procedure followed was to send each potential respondent insti-
tution's president three documents. One was an individually typed letter
(Appendix A); a short three-page enclosure (Appendix B); and a brief ques-
tionnaire on attitudes towards the degree (Appendix C). Appendix B was com-
piled as a result of thorough reading of the available literature concerning
ale Doctor of Arts, both pro and con, and other relevant materials on
problems of college undergraduate teaching. It was written in its present
form becaeee, over and over again in this literature--and, as it turned out
later, throughout the Wingspread discussions--there ran the threads of the
rationale for the D.A. and the utterly inevitable comparisons with the Ph.D.,
particularly that concerning the nature of the dissertation. Especially
helpful in drafting the enclosure were the papers by Cardozier (1968) and
Wortham (1967) and a set of guidelines for D.A. programs by Dunham (1970a).
Appendix B, it was felt, would be helpful particularly to individuals in
smaller institutions or more isolated situations who had heard or read little
about the degree. Tt is granted here that it may have had some biasing effect
on the results of this study, but against this was weighed the risks of num-
bers of invalid returns based on ignorance by the more conscientious or, what
was equally bad, no return whatsoever from the more honest or perhaps annoyed
recipients. JSoth it and the questionnaire were deliberately kept short to
encourage attention and reply. The questionnaire also had a box (see Item 13
of Appendix C) inviting the respondent to receive more information when he
returned the questionnaire. This reinforcement for returning the questionnaire
is listed as numbers (4) and (5) below. It went out with a cover lecter of
thanks, explaining to the respondent that he had now a five-part package. This
package was (1) Basic Rationale for the Degree, (2) Differences in Preparation
Between the D.A. and Ph.D., (3) Nature of the Thesis Requirement for the D.A.,
all given in Appendix B, as well as (4) Some Arguments in Favor of the Doctor
of Arts, and (5) Some Questions Raised by the D.A. and Some Possible Answers.4

3
The author attended the Wingspread Conference as a delegate. However, even
before then the major design of this study was conceived, and Appendix B was
in fact distributed at the Conference. Data were gathered before publication
of Conference proceedings.

4
Parts (4) and (5) are available upon request from the author for a small
charge to cover reproduction and mailing costs.
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RESULTS 3.

Of 187 institutions contacted, useable replies were received from
151, or 80.7% of the total. This percentage of reply is very high for only
two questionnaire waves (Norman, 1948). Table 1 presents a complete analysis
of the respondents by state, source of support, i.e., public or private, and
L...wel of degree granted.

Table 1 reveals that, geographically, about half of the respondent
institutions were located in Texas, and the other half in the remaining six
states. The percentages in each state of the total number of institutions
originally contacted were: Arizona, 6.4; Colorado, 12.3; New Mexico,5.9; Okla-
homa, 14.3; Texas, 52.9; Utah, 5.9; Wyoming, 2.1. These percentages are very
close to those in Table 1. A chi-square test of the divergence of the obtained
number of returns from the same relative proportions expected from the original
list, categorized geographically, gave X2 = 1.28, statistically insignificant
for 6 degrees of freedom (df)5.

About two-fifths of the respondents were from junior colleges,
according to Table 1, and roughly one-fifth each from each of the other three
levels of institutions. Public institutions predominated over private by a
ratio of two to one among all respondents. Within each of the categories of
degree levels, there was also a predominance of public over private schools,
except for the four-year collegev,. This latter situation is undoubtedly not
confined to the Southwest, since exclusively bachelor's degree-granting public
colleges are rapidly disappearing off the educ---tonal scene. The doctor's
degree institutions included two small instituti_ons giving a doctorate in
theology. While not officially accredited as "doctor's degree-granting"
schools, it was felt that their presence among the 32 doctorate schools would
not distort result!: significantly, and they were allowed to remain in that
category. A test of the divergence of the obtained number of returns from the
same relative proportions expected from the original group, categorized by
degree level and whether public or private, yielded X2 = 0.61, statistically
insignificant for 7 df. Thus, it Aay be said with a great degree of certainty
that the respondents diffeted insignificantly in makeup from those originally
contacted, whether examined geographically, by highest degree level, or by
source of support.

Table 2 presents data on the total number ot stuoents involved in
150 institutions surveyed (one institution gave no data on enrollment). Of
these 150 schools, nine gave no numbers of students, but only Full-time
Equivalents (FTE's). Also, 16 schools gave FTE's but no numbers of students.
Using the mean N:FTE ratio of each particular grouping (e.g., doctoral public,
master's private, etc.) the missing ntimbers were estimated. These estimates
probably introduced some distortions in the data but it is believed that these

5
A11 X2 tests were conservatively performed with raw N's with efforts to obtain
expected cell frequencies greater than 5 wherever possible, and the correction
for discontinuity applied in 2 x 2 tables. The number of degrees of freedom are
determined by (c-1) (r-1), where c = number of columns and r = number af rows
(Edwards, 1967). See also footnote 6 for a brief discussion of statistical
significance.

4



T
a
b
l
e
 
1

G
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
a
l
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
R
-
,
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
 
b
y
 
L
e
v
e
l
s
 
o
f

H
i
g
h
e
s
t
 
D
e
g
r
e
e
 
a
n
d
 
S
o
u
r
c
e
 
o
f
 
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
.

D
o
c
t
o
r
'
s

P
u
b
l
i
c

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s

P
u
b
l
i
c

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

B
a
c
h
e
l
o
r
'
s

P
u
b
l
i
c

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

A
s
b
o
c
i
a
t
e

P
u
b
l
c
 
P
r
i
v
a
t
e

T
o
t
a
l
s

P
u
b
l
i
c

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

A
l
l

P
e
r
 
C
e
n
t

A
r
i
z
o
n
a

3
1

1
-

1
1

1
1
2

7
.
9

C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o

4
1

2
1

4
2

4
-

1
4

4
1
,
9

1
1
.
9

N
e
w
 
:
l
e
x
i
c
o

3
-

2
1

2
2

-
7

3
1
0

6
.
6

O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a

1
2

5
1

2
3

6
3

.
.
4

9
2
3

1
5
.
2

T
e
x
a
s

1
0

5
8

6
1

1
6

2
6

3
4
5

3
0

7
5

4
9
.
7

U
t
a
h

1
1

-
-

1
1

5
-

7
2

9
6
.
0

w
y
o
m
i
n
g

1
-

-
-

-
2

1
3

1
4

2
.
6

T
o
t
a
l

2
3

9
1
7

9
9

2
5

5
2

7
1
0
1

5
0

1
5
1

9
9
.
9

P
e
r
 
C
e
n
t

1
5
.
2

6
.
0

1
1
.
3

6
.
0

6
.
0

1
6
.
6

3
4
.
4

4
.
6

6
6
.
9

3
3
.
i

C
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
 
N

3
2

2
6

3
4

=
1
5
1

C
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
 
%

2
1
.
2

1
7
.
2

2
2
.
5

3
9
.
1

1
0
0
.
0



11-1

T
a
b
l
e
 
2
 
-
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

M
e
a
n

R
a
n
g
e

F
T
E
'
s
 
i
n
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e
 
E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t
s

N
M
e
a
n

R
a
n
g
e

N
/
F
T
E

R
a
t
i
o

D
o
c
t
o
r
'
s

(
5
2
.
2
%
)

(
5
4
.
4
%
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
(
2
3
)

3
3
1
,
1
4
7

1
4
,
3
9
8

8
5
0
-
3
9
,
0
0
0

2
7
5
,
3
4
9

1
1
,
9
7
2

7
0
8
-
3
2
,
5
0
0

1
.
2
0
:
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
(
9
)

6
7
,
9
7
1

7
,
5
5
2

4
6
4
-
2
5
,
0
2
1

6
1
,
8
2
1

6
,
8
6
9

4
3
0
-
2
4
,
5
0
0

1
.
1
0
:
1

B
o
t
h
(
3
2
)

3
9
9
,
1
1
8

1
2
,
4
7
2

4
6
4
-
3
9
,
0
0
0

3
3
7
,
1
7
0

1
0
,
5
3
6

4
3
0
-
3
2
,
5
0
0

1
.
1
8
:
1

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
-
S
p
e
c
i
a
l
i
s
t
'
s
(
1
3
.
9
%
)

(
1
4
.
7
%
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
(
1
6
)

8
8
,
1
7
3

5
,
5
1
1

2
,
4
7
6
-
1
1
,
4
8
4

7
6
,
6
2
5

4
,
7
8
9

2
,
2
6
4
-
9
,
4
1
2

1
.
1
5
:
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
(
9
)

1
7
,
8
1
1

1
,
9
7
9

2
7
0
-
 
4
,
2
0
0

1
4
,
8
3
0

1
,
6
4
8

2
7
0
-
3
,
4
0
7

1
.
2
0
:
1

B
o
t
h
(
2
5
)

1
0
5
,
9
8
4

4
,
2
3
9

2
7
0
-
1
1
,
4
8
4

9
1
,
4
5
5

3
,
6
5
8

2
7
0
-
9
,
4
1
2

1
.
1
6
1

B
a
c
h
e
l
o
r
'
s

(
8
.
3
%
)

(
9
.
0
%
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
(
9
)

3
7
,
6
6
9

4
,
1
8
5

8
5
1
-
1
1
,
0
0
0

3
2
,
9
7
9

3
,
6
6
4

7
2
0
-
9
,
5
0
0

1
.
1
4
:
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
(
2
5
)

2
5
,
7
0
2

1
,
0
2
8

1
6
9
-
 
2
,
0
0
0

2
2
,
8
7
8

9
1
5

1
6
9
-
1
,
6
1
5

1
.
1
2
:
1

B
o
t
h
(
3
4
)

6
3
,
3
7
1

1
,
8
6
4

1
6
9
-
1
1
,
0
0
0

5
5
,
8
5
7

1
,
6
4
3

1
6
9
-
9
,
5
0
0

1
.
1
3
:
1
j
5
b

A
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
*

(
2
5
.
6
%
)

(
?
1
9
%
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
(
5
2
)

1
8
5
,
2
7
8

3
,
5
6
3

3
9
2
-
2
8
,
6
5
0
*
*

1
2
7
,
6
9
8

2
,
4
5
6

2
7
0
-
1
8
,
2
5
0
*
*

1
.
4
5
:
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
(
7
)

1
0
,
8
3
1

1
,
5
4
7

3
2
6
-
 
4
,
4
8
3

8
,
1
5
2

1
,
1
6
5

3
1
1
-
3
,
1
4
4

1
.
3
3
:
1

B
o
t
h
(
5
)

1
9
6
4
0
9

3
,
3
2
4

3
2
6
-
2
8
,
6
5
0
*
*

1
3
5
,
8
5
0

2
,
3
0
3

2
7
0
-
1
8
,
2
5
0
*
*

1
.
4
4
:
1

T
o
t
a
l
s

(
1
0
0
.
0
%
)

(
1
0
0
.
0
%
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
(
1
0
0
)

6
4
2
,
2
6
7

6
,
4
2
3

3
9
2
-
2
8
,
6
5
0
*
*

5
1
2
,
6
5
1

5
,
1
2
7

2
7
0
-
3
2
,
5
0
0

1
.
2
5
:
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
(
5
0
)

1
2
2
,
3
1
5

2
,
4
4
6

1
6
9
-
2
5
,
0
2
1

1
0
7
,
6
3
1

2
,
1
5
4

1
6
9
-
2
4
,
5
0
0

1
.
1
4
:
1

B
o
t
h
(
1
5
0
)

7
6
4
,
5
8
2

5
,
0
9
7

1
6
9
-
2
8
,
6
5
0
*
*

6
2
0
,
3
3
2

4
,
1
3
6

1
6
9
-
3
2
,
5
0
0

1
.
2
3
:
1

*
I
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 
o
n
e
 
4
-
y
e
a
r
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
 
g
r
a
n
t
i
n
g
 
A
.
 
A
.

d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
n
l
y
.

*
*
T
h
i
s
 
f
i
g
u
r
e
 
i
s
 
o
n
e
 
l
a
r
g
e
m
e
t
r
o
p
o
l
i
t
a
n
 
j
u
n
i
o
r
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
.



6.

were not serious, since only one-sixth of the institutions were so treated.
It is reasonably certain that the respondent institutions enrolled approxi-
mately three-quarters of a million students and over 600,000 FTE's Over
half of these were enrolled in the Ooctoral institutions, the largest of
which, public or private, have the status of "multiversities," the former
with close to 40,000 students, and tUe latter with over 25,000. One-quarter
of the students in the respondent institutions were in the junior colleges.
A matter of special interest to the prresent study is the ratio of N:FTE in
the various institutions. The junior colleges had the greatest discrepancy
between numbers and full-time equivalents, and in the public institutions
among them, this almost reached a ratio of one and a half to one. Thus,
they must have many part-time students, the educational needs or goals of
which may be quite different from those of students in other level institu-
tions (Wortham, 1967). The possibility of different teaching strategies for
these students must be acknowledged.

A few words need to be said here about the respondents themselves.
Although the questionnaire materials were addressed to university presidents,
they were not uniformly answered by the latter. Only about one-third (31.3%)
of the doctorate-granting schools yielded presidents as respondents, but the lower
level schools had respondent presidents as follows: master's, 57.7%;
bachelor's, 55.9%; and associate, 52.5%. A chi-square test between two levels
of respondents, presidents vs. any lesser individuals, among the different
institutions yielded X2 = 5.75- statistically insignificant for 3 df. Thus
there were probably little, if any, of the differences reported later on among
institutions which could be attributed to the sorts of individuals replying to
the questionnaire.

Turning now to the questionnaire itself, the remainder of this sec-
tion on results will discuss the data obtained from the first ten questions,
all involving attitudes towards the D.A. degree itself. These questions were
framed on the basis of what was deemed some of the most critical questions
related to the degree. Again, it should be stressed that Appendix B accompanied
the questionnaire.

Before discussion of the questions themselves, however, one problem
immediately posed itself. Would there be any important differences in attitudes
between public and prive.te institutions? This question arose mostly because of
the financial stringencies many institutions face today. This is especially
true of ones dependent on tuition and private resources, and perhaps thus xore
pinched for funds than public schools. Many of the private colleges in this
survey had strong church affiliations and were dependent on church support. If
the D.A. were perceived as somehow a "lesser" deerPn, and could be "bought"
more cheaply than Ph.D.'s, would this affect attitudes of private schools dif-
ferently from public? A list of 40 separate possible statistical tests (four
levels of institutions times ten questions) were assign-1d numbers, and, by means
of a table of random numbers, one-third or 13 were randomly selected. None of
these 13 revealed statistically significant differences between attitudes of
private and public institutions. The data from both private and public institu-
tions were therefore combined.

7
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Qyestion 1: the degree? This question was
asked simply to ascertain whether, in view of many of the pros and cons con-
cerning the D.A. which had been voiced in educational circles, the respondent
simply approved, disapproved or could not register an opinion either way about
the degree. Since only nine or 6.0% of all respondents answered D.K., this
latter category was combined with the negatives to eliminate small cell sizesin both groups. Table 3 presents results from this question.

Table 3 reveals that a large majority (80.1%) of all respondents
approve of the D.A., but this approval is by no means uniform. A test of the
differences among the institutions gave X2 = 14.82, p< .01, 3 df.6 Least
approval (59.4%) was registered among the doctor's degree institutions and
greatest approval (89.8%) was registered among A.A. institutions. Surprisingly,
the four-year colleges were somewhat behind the master's7 institutions in levelof approval. (This situation will be noticed again in a number of latr ques-
tions and commented upon in the discussion section.)

Since the D.A. is constantly referred to as an undergraduate teaching
degree, a separate chi-square analysis was done between the four-year and two-
year institutions. This latter X2 was 1.17, which was statistically insigni-
ficant for 1 df, indicating that the attitudes of the baccalaureate and
associate degree institutions did not differ appreciably when it came to
unqualified approval (i.e., a dichotomous "Yes" vs. "Non-Yes" answer).
Apparently, the highly significant X2 for the table as a whole was due to the
sharp differences in attitude between doctoral institutions and those offering
less than the doctorate. For example, there was a statistically significant
difference (X2 = 4.41, 2. <11.05, 1 df) between doctoral and master's ilatitutionsfor dichotomous "Yes" vs. "Non-Ye:1" categories. In other words, approval of the
degree in general was not between institutions offering graduate and under-
graduate work, since master's institutions apparently did not indicate attitudes
appreciably different from those of the undergraduate institutions.

Question 2: Would you be willing to hire, pay and promote D.A. degree
holders on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders? This question was taken
directly from the guidelines for development of the D.A. put forth by Dunham
for the Carnegie Corporation. Among these guidelines is the following statement:

"No institution should develop D.A. programs simply for placement at
other institutions. Its own faculty should be willing to hire, promote and pay
D.A. degree holders on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders. This is the
real test of commitment that will mean the difference between a first class and
a second class degree" (Dunham, 1970a).

6
For the statistically unsophisticated reader, the level of 2. in this case
should be read as the probability of a significant difference occurring by chance
is less than one in 100, or conversely, there is a 99 in 100 chance that a real
difference is present. A p...05 is also considered statistically significant.
The latter is usually the upper conservative limit. Sometimes, as in this study,
reference is made to almost significant 2.'s, between .05 and .10.
7
The word master's used throughout this study includes both master's and
specialist's degrees.
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It was because of this great stress on the fact that the D.A. was
not to be launched as an inferior degree that Questic 2 was asked exactly
in Dunham's words. Question 2 in this study further urged those who answered
in the negative, essentially thus denying equal employment status to D.A.'s,
to skip questions 3 and 4--the former on employment of D.A.'s to teach in
certain disciplines, and the latter on their employment at certain undergraduate
levels.

Table 4 presents the data obtained from Question 2. Although the
questionnaire provided for only a "Yes" or "No" answer, 13 respondents (8.6%)
inserted a "Don't Know" answer or omitted answering the item completely. In
view of this small N, it was again combined with the negatives to eliminate small
cell entries. Once again, a large majority (75.5%) replied affirmatively to
the question, but again the degree of affirmation was certainly not uniform.
The test of the differences among the various levels of institutions was again
highly statistically significant (X2 = 10.50, 1<.02, 3 df). About half (56.2%)
of the doctoral schools answered affirmatively, while 86.4% of the junior
colleges did so. The other two levels of institutions lay somewhere between
them. In the original data, about a third (31.3%) of the doctoral schools
answered absolutely negatively, but only 6.8% of the associate level schools did
so. Again, the four-year colleges, while expressing about the same level of
affirmation as the master's degree schools, asserted about three times the level
of absolute negation as the latter in the original data (23.5% vs. 7.7%).
However, if both negative and doubtful answers, each indicating a lack of
affirmation, are combined as in Table 4, there is very little difference apparent
on inspection between master's and baccalaureate schools (23.1% vs. 26.4%).
Again, a test was run of the differences between the two levels of undergraduate
schools with the negatives and doubtfuls combined. The resulting X2 was 2.41,
statistically insignificant for 1 df. Another X2, with combined cells, of the
difference between doctoral and master's schools, was 2.71, also statistically
insignificant for J df. However .2. lay between .05 and .10 here, very close to
significance_

question 3: Would ou see a D.A. employed in what disci lines? The
rationale for the question was based on the fact that some individuals (e.g.,
Page, 1970; Shugrue, 1970) mentioned the D.A. as more the "degree of choice" or
preferred degree for some disciplines, whereas the Ph.D. would be more the
"degree of choice" for others. Mostly the distinction has been between the
humanities in the former case and the sciences in the latter largely because
of greater difficulty in execution of Ph.D. dissertations in humanistic fields.
Some individuals (e.g. Smith, 1970) have urged the "reform" of the Ph.D. in a
number of disciplines to make it more like a D.A., rather than to adopt the D.A.

It should be remembered that in Question 3 the respondent was asked
not to answer if he had answered Question 2 negatively. But some respondents
avoided a direct answer by printing in their own D.K.'s or avoiding any
answer to Question 2 (see Table 4). According to Table 4, there should have
been only 114 affirmative respondents, but obviously a few individuals who were
uncertain chose to answer Question 3. We thus have a total of 119, instead of
114 as our total N for this question.
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Table 5 presents the data for Question 3. The basic distinction wasbetween the answers "All" or "Some" in regard to what disciplines would be taughtby the D.A. (However, a separate X2 of a table including all 151 respondents,
i.e., those saying essentially "All," "Some," or "None" was 18.19, p.01, 6 df.This very statistically significant result is not unexpected in view of thethrust of Question 2.)

The chi-square test of the differences among the various levels of the119 institutions was highly statistically significant (X2 = 11.59, 11<.01, 3 df).Again the difference was marked between doctoral and lesser level institutions,exactly half of the former saying "All," and half saying "Some." The master'sand bachelor's institutions resembled each other very closely, and again the
associate degree schools were very much willing to have D.A.'s teach all dis-
ciplines, 86.8% so indicating. In all, exactly three-quarters of all the 119
non-negative respondents said "All" and only one-quarter said "Some." Dis-
tinction between the two levels of undergraduate schools was again insignificant(X2 = 1.62, 1 df). And again, the distinction between doctoral and master's schools,
was very sharp in terms of percentages in Table 3. However, X2 fell barely short
of statistical significance (X2 = 2.87, .10>2)=.05, 1 df).

Question 3, (part 2). If answer is "Some" please st4te which ones Yesand which ones No: 3a. ascli_lirD. Disciplines not employ-ing D.A. The answer to this part of Question 3 was of course quite difficult toanalyze on two counts: (1) the omissions caused by the invitation not to answer
Question 3 if Question 2 was replied to negatively; and (2) the open-ended natureof the response, so that the same respondent might fill in more than one dis-cipline. (Open-endedness was deliberately used to avoid a check-list of a hugenumber of disciplines which would be too formidable and discourage replies.) Thedata could not therefore be tested statistically. However a total of 57 separately
codable answers (each not necessarily independent) were received. Table 6 givesthe data for these answers.

Table 6 is quite sketchy and incomplete because it is based on repliesof about 30 respondents, i.e., only those replying "Some" to Question 3 and fill-
ing in 3a and 3b to some degree. It reveals 2-year colleges were most willing to
have D.A.'s teach the traditional arts and sciences subjects. About four-fifths
(83.3%) of 12 junior college positive answers involved these subjects, and theD.A. was not seen by them (55.6% of negative answers and no positive answers) as
concerned with professional-technical teaching (business, education, engineering,
paramedical, journalism, etc.). The other three levels of schools seemed to
want D.A.'s more involved in this latter kind of teaching, although doctoral
school responses were somewhat more mixed. The opinions given regarding arts and
sciences subjects seemed to involve them in the humanities and social sciences
more than in mathematics and the natural sciences. Doctoral schools, to some
degree, did not want D.A.'s involved with any research teaching, which is under-
standable.

In all, focusing only on all arts and sciences subjects, we found 35
responses in the humanities-social sciences areas. Of these 35, 80.0% visualized
D.A.'s employed teaching those subjects, and 20.0% did not. In the natural sciences
and mathematics areas, there were 23 responses, with 39.1% which agreed D.A.'s
should teach these subjects, and 60.9% which did not so agree. The D.A. degree

1:*)
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holder was thus principally visualized by those.answering Questions 3a and
3b as one who, as far as arts and sciences teaching went, was prepared to
handle the generally non-quantitative and non-laboratory subjects. Thn
finding is indeed interesting in view of the fact that Carnegie-Mellon and
other universities have concentrated on developing a D.A. in the sciences,
among other areas.

Question 4: If employed, do you visualize a D. _eaching at whichlevels? The rationale for this question also runs througheut the writings
about the D.A. Would it be a degree that would only serve he tv.,-year or
community colleges? Indeed, Wortham (1967) makes a specie Ilea for the D.A.
to prepare people to teach in junior colleges. However, L official state-
ments on the D.A. issued by the AASCU and by the CGS delinee e it as a degree
designed to prepare students for careers as college teachers., and no specifica-
tion is made about the sorts of colleges in which they will ceach, nor in whichof the four college year levels they will be most competent. Hence the formatof our question.

Table 7 presents the data on Question 4. It too, like Question 3,
had a trimmed down number of respondents (121) from the original 151, the bulk
of whom were forced out by Question 2. (Again, a separate X2 of a table includ-ing all 151 respondents, with a fifth category of "no response"--essentially anegative answer category--yielded a very large and significant chi-square of 23.16,p4Z.01, 9 df).

Table 7 is interesting in a number of ways. No respondent among the121 (nor for that matter among the original 151) was willing to confine a D. toteaching freshmen exclusively. However, each institution seemed to answer
Question 4 in a parochial fashion. Of the 22 eligible doctoral respondents,
almost three-fourths (72.7%) visualized D.A.'s teaching all four years. Perhaps
some constriction of full endorsement existed here *because teachers at these
schools instruct both graduates and undergraduates in upper division. A smaller
segment (18.2%) saw them as teaching only two years--perhaps to the huge lecturesections? The M.A. and 4-year schools overwhelmingly endorsed them as teachersfor all four undergraduate years. More than one quarter (28.3%) of the 2-year
schools endorsed them for two-year or lower division teaching only, although the
majority still viewed them as four-year teachers. On the whole, among all res-pondents, three of four (75.2%) of those who would employ D.A.'s--hire, pay,and promote them on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders--would have themteaching all four years. It is still interesting, however, that about one in fourof these "liberal" respondents would restrict their teaching to something less
than the senior level. A statistical analysis of the data in Table 7 yielded aX2 of 15.38, 2.-ce.02, 6 df. The attitudes about levels of teaching thus differed
very significantly among the various types of institutions.

Further analysis of Question 4, contrasting bachelor's and associatelevel schools and combining cells into two categories (less-than-4 years vs.
4 years) yielded a X2 of 6.67, pc:An, 1 df. In this 2 x 2 comparison, the
parochialism mentioned above was thus very marked among the undergraduate level
schools. A similar 2 x 2 table of doctoral vs. master's schools gave an insigni-ficant X2 1.51, despite fairly strong contrasts in Table 7.

_Question 5. Some think the Ph.D. degree frequently doesn't fulfill
the claim that the dissertation must contain a reall ori inal contribution to
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know -e In some fiel( Ph.D. dissertatlons are difficult to e
beca of this demand. In your opinion, is a Ph.D. dissertation
prese. form a necessary qualification for training an undergraduc
This qtlestion is really a very crucial one and is discussed at le:
literature on college teaching. Crozier (1968), for example, com
the " .D. stretchout" and the A.B.D. ("all but dissertation") pr,
fact that numbers of universities are changing the nature of tne F
sertation (see discussion of results later on) and ,ne reads there:
"revised" or "reformed" Ph.D.'s is evidence of the -eriousness of t
tion. Also, of course, there is the incontrovertib,e argument chat
buttressed, i.e., that most Ph.D.'s publish little or nothing a-ter
dissertations and hence are trained to do a job, at least as far as
instruction goes, they will not perform after award of their degree

A preliminary count of 150 answers (one M.A. school did nc
to Ouestion 5 indicated the following percentages of response: "n3t
34.0; "probably not," 47.3; "undecided," 4.7; "probably yes," 11.3;
"very much so," 2.7. Thus the greatest number (81.3%) answered in t
arld only 14.0% in the positive. As a result, of the 20 cell entries
than one half gave expected frequencies of less than five, undesirat
analysis. Therefore the regative and positive cells were combined a
cases (7) of "undecided" eliminated to create Table 8, which has inc.
numbers.
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Table 8 yielded a X2 of 7.88, 114:.05, 3 df. This highly slgnificant
figure was brought about by the obviously marked contrast between the 2-year
level schools and the remainder of the institutions. Almost 95% of the former
answered Question 5 negatively. A further analysis yielded X2 = 4.08, p4C.OS,
df = 1 in a 2 x 2 table contrasting the two levels of undergraduate institutions.
Indeed the bachelor's schools appeared somewhat the harshest of all in their
judgments. A test of the difference between the doctoral and master's schools
gave X2 = .002, statistically very insignificant.

The remarkable fact about Table 8 is that 85.3% of all respondents
answered in the negative. The reader who objects that the question may have
been a "leading" one and was therefore "loaded" by its format--as well as by
materials in Appendix B--should remember that the doctoral schools had given
only a 56.2% "yes" response to Question 2, about willingness to hire, pay, and
promote D.A. degree holders equally with Ph.D. Also even among those in this
group willing to employ D.A.'s, only one half would have them teaching in all
disciplines, according to Table 5. Their original answers to Question 5,
however, were 75.0% negative, 6.3% undecided, and only 18.7% positive. Thus,
it is not at all obvious that these respondents, at least, were easily taken in
by the format of Question 5.

Question 6, In terms of prestige, how do you personally perceive the
D.A. degree? The rationale for this question (as well as that tor Question 7)
is obvious. Throughout all the arguments for the degree runs a spectre--the
concern that somehow it will be an "inferior" degree to the,Ph.D. because it
will demand less, that its dissertation requirements will be less, that it will
become like the Ed.D., that it will be captured by professional "educationists,"
that it will be offered as a consolation prize to those unable to achieve the
Ph.D., that it will train people to teach at lesser schools, that it will be
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offered by less prestigious universities, that time spent on teaching people
to teach is better spent on mastering a subject-matter field or doing research--
which is more "prestigious" than teaching, that its emphasis on breadth would
dilute the specialization needed to teach a discipline well, etc., etc. These
same feelings are, of course, behind the rationale for Question 2.

The word "prestige" indeed bothered some of our correspondents. One
large, prestigious doctoral institution respondent refused to answer Questions
6 avd 7 but sent an accompanying letter. Another doctoral respondent stated,
"Realistically the D.A. will have to prove its claims. We will cheer it on its
way." One associate degree level respondent stated, "Poor question--I give it
high prestige for it better meets our needs. I realize, however, senior insti-
tutions will pay it less prestige." And another two-year level respondent,
circling the word "prestige," exploded, "This is a damn bad word to use! It
isn't worth a nickel as far as need is concerned!"

Table 9 presents the data from Question 6. Two doctoral level respond-
ents did not answer; also only three respondents (one M.A. school and two asso-
ciate level schools) rated the D.A. "higher than the Ph.D." rlese three con-
stituted only 2.0% oi the total of 149 remaining respondents, and so essentially
the choice was between "about the same as Ph.D." or "less than Ph.D." for the
remaining 146. Table 9 is therefore based on the replies of that number. A
statistical analysis of the data yielded a X2 = 15.72, .p...01, 3 df. This
highly statistically significant difference is readily apparent in the expressed
attitudes shown in the table. Seven of 10 of respondents from doctoral insti-
tutions personally perceived the D.A. as less prestigious than the Ph.D. Res-
pondents from the intermediate institutions, master's and bachelor's, gave about
the same results--about half of each thought the D.A. equally as prestigious and
half as less prestigious than the Ph.D. However, the associate level schools'
respondents thought the D.A. was about as prestigious as the Ph.D. in three out
of four instances.

Table 9, on inspection, offers one of the sharpest contrasts between
the two undergraduate level schools and also between the two graduate level ones.
A 2 x 2 analysis for bachelor's contrasted with A.A. levels yielded a significant
K2 of 4.08, RA(.05, 1 df. A similar 2 x 2 analysis for the two graduate level
institutions yielded a X2 of 3.79, which barely missed being significant at the
.05 level (X2 must be 3.84, 1 df, for this level of significance). The clue to
understanding the data of Table 9 may lie simply in the remarks made by the two
associate degree respondents cited above--they perceived the D.A. as better
satisfying their needs than the Ph.D.; the doctoral level institutions also
needed the Ph.D. to fulfill their mission and accordingly gave it less prestige.
However, Table 9, which shows more than half of master'e and bachelor's insti-
tutions rating the D.A. equally as prestigious as the Ph.D. should lay to rest
the fears that the D.A. will be only a degree to prepare individuals to teach
at two-year institutions.

Question 7. In terms of prestige, how do you suppose your present
lypicalfacult member would erceive the D.A. degree? This question was phrased
because, again in the higher education literature, faculties, especially those
in more prestigious schools, are often seen as slow to change, basically loyal to
their own disciplines rather than to their institutions or the teaching process,
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and preoccupied in preserving their own kind. Epperson (1970) describes a
set of beliefs permeating the "faculty culture" which are incompatible with
a more development-oriented (i.e., student-oriented or teacher-scholar oriented)set of attitudes. It was thought then that administrators, charged with educa-
tional leaderv;hip and greater sensitivity to change might profess one set of
attitudes, but would attribute another set to their faculties. Of course, itwould have been better to contact faculties directly to answer this question,
but this was impossible.

Table 10 presents the data in response to Question 7. Two doctoral
respondents and two associate level ones did not answer the question: alsoonly one respondent (in an A.A. school) said "higher than Ph.D." These few
cases (only 2.6% of the total of 151 respondents) were discarded. Thus the
contrast was again between "about the same as the Ph.D." and "less than the
Ph.D.," with N = 147.

A statistical analysis of Table 10 yielded X2 = 20.67, p_<.001, 3 df.This was one of the two most statistically significant X2's obtained in thepresent study. All levels of respondents said their typical faculty member
would perceive the D.A. as less prestigious than the Ph.D.--indeed, as even
considerably less prestigious than they themselves were willing to acknowledge.
Even among the A.A. level schools, more than half the administrators viewedtheir faculty members as rating the D.A. less prestigious, and this was in
marked contrast to their ewn professed views in Table 9. A 2 x 2 table contrast-
ing four-year and two-year institutions yielded X2 8.51, 314:.01, 1 df. The
attributed perceptions of the typical faculty members at these institutions werethus statistically significantly different. The same type of contrast between
the two graduate level institutions yielded ar insignificant X2 of 1.99.

The reader will undoubtedly be intrigued with the comparison betweenTables 9 and 10. Globally, over half (56.8%) of the respondents themselves said
they would rate the D.A. equally as prestigious as the Ph.D.; on the other hand,
they felt that about one-quarter (27.9%) of their faculties would do the same.

These data led us to compare the two sets of responses at three levels.
These were Same, i.e., the administrator-respondent saw the faculty member ratingthe D.A. at the same level as himself; Higher, i.e., the respondent saw the D.A.
as higher but said the faculty would rate it lower; and Lower, i.e., the respond-
ent personally perceived the D.A. as lower in prestige than the typical faculty
member. Table 11 gives the data for these contrasts, with five cases being
unuseable. Whereas the data in Table 11 indicate a greater sharing of percep-
tions of doctoral respondents and those attributed by them to "typical faculty
members" and less of such sharing among lower levels of institutions, the con-
trast is not dramatic enough, for X2 was 7.73, statistically insignificant for6 df. The note for Table 11 explains why a contrast of "same" is considered
less favorable to the D.A.

question 8: If in either No. 6 or No. 7 above ou checked "less than
Ph.D." please state why. As with the second part of Question 3, the response
to this question was left deliberately open-ended. Also, as with Questions 3a
and 3b, it was possible for a respondent to give more than one answer; hence,
no statistical analysis was possible. However, unlike Questions 3a and 3b, a
very large number (107) of respondents replied. In all, there were 147 separate
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codeable responses and it was possible to reduce these to eight general
categories. These were! (1) pejorative--comments such as "lacks rigor."
"selective factors are lower," "general requirements are lower," "no
scholarly status," etc., inclueing depreciatory comparisons with the Ed.D.
such as "several have compared it to Ed.D. as second rate" and comments
generally expressing resentment of it by those holding the Ph.D.; (2)
tradition--use of the word specifically plus comments such as "the long time
acceptance level of the Ph.D."; (3) unproven--again use of the word or com-
ments such as "at present there are far few D.A.'s in the U.S. who have had
an opportunity to establish a professional image"; (4) research orientation
preferred--"needs research to teach," etc.; (5) reform the Ph.D. instead;
(6) good only for undergraduate teaching; (7) ignorance about the D.A.--
"because of unfamiliarity with the program," etc.

The data for Question 8 are presented in Table 12. In all, the
pejorative comments were most frequent, about four in ten, with associate
level schools being least derogatory and the four-year schools being somewhat
more harsh than the rest. About three in ten of the responses referred to
tradition, a reason which climbed from 17.1% of doctoral responses to 50.0%
of the A.A. responses, with other schools offering it about one-quarter of thetime. The fact that the D.A. was perceived as having less prestige than the
Ph.D. because it was unproven constituted 22.0% of the doctoral responses, but
only 10.0% of the A.A. responses--again the other schools lay between. About
ten per cent of each of the graduate level schools stressed the preference for
a research orientation, only 5.32 of the 4-year college responses mentioned it,
and none of the 2-year schools did. This is quite logical, of course, but it
is somewhat surprising that it was specifically mentioned so infrequently
although it may have been inferred in the pejorative group. A small number
referred to the fact that the Ph.D. should be reformed instead--these were among
graduate institutions only. (Essentially this was not a direct answer to the
question.) A tiny minority felt the D.A. lacked prestige because it was des-
tined only for undergraduate teaching or because people were ignorant about it.

Although pejorative comments are the most frequent in Table 12, it
should be noted here that, if the categories of "tradition' and "unproven" are
combined, each implying some time dimension, 44.9% of all the responses seem
to imply a "wait and see" attitude--that in fact, the D.A. must prove itself over
time to counteract the lone tradition of Ph.D. preparation for college teaching.

Question 9. Hew do you perceive the training of a D.A, for under-
graduate college teaching as compared with the TE:t77--The rationale fa--als
quesiIZEIi7OVVI-O-iis--this is essentially what the D.A. is all about. Of the 151
respondents, eight (5.3%) did not answer the question, and a statistical analy-
sis was applied to the remaining 143 replies.

Table 13 presents data for Question 9, The X2 was 6.20, statistically
insignificant for 6 df. There was very little difference among the attitudes of
the various degree level institutions, although the highest ratings were given
by A.A. level respondents. Only one of 55 (1.8%) of the latter rated the D.A.
as "worse than the Ph.D." At first blush, the overall finding of lack of signi-
ficance may be surprising, especially in view of our earlier findings, but it is
apparent that the respondents had paid careful attention to the question, in
which the words "training" and "undergraduate" were emphasized and that the
statistically insignificant results were apparently a result of this. More than
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half (55.9%) of all respondents felt the D.A. training was better, about a
third (35.7%) thought it about the same, and less than one in ten (8.4%)
appraised it as worse. It may be safely concluded that any negativism towards
the degree is not based on its approach to training graduate students for
undergraduate teaching. More will be said about Question 9 later on under
"Discussion of Results."

Question 10: If you feel that all college teachers should have a
doctorate and that there is room for both-37A.'s and Ph.D.'s, what do you con-
ceive to be about the right percentage mix of faculty with each degree in your
institution? The question was to be answered by filling in two numbers, one
for the percentage of D.A.'s and the other for the percentage of Ph.D.'s and
was intended to further explore the contrasts between the two principal degrees,
but many respondents took exception to it. There were a considerable number of
omissions, especially by the 2-year level institutions. Many of them made
remarks such as "I don't feel that all college teachers should have a doctorate,"
or "The doctorate level of academic preparation is totally unnecessary for junior
college teaching." The numbers of omissions and the great frequency of repetition
of statements about not needing doctoral level people to teach were in marked con-
trast to the much fewer numbers of omissions and remarks by the higher level
institutions. The latter would make statements such as, "I can't define the right
percentage," or "It doesn't matter if the training is good," or "Let's be real-
istic, there will always be some without either." Sometimes the percentages were
filled in by the latter in addition to the remarks.

The matter of omissions led us to explore simply whether or not there
would be significant differences among the various levels of institutions with
regard to this variable. Table 14 presents the data on this problem, and they
are indeed surprising, for statistical analysis revealed a X2 of 31.61, .p..-<.001,
3 df. There is thus.a highly statistically significan difference among the
various levels of institutions in their willingness to answer Question 10 by
inserting figures in the appropriate boxes for the answer to the question. This
serendipitous finding can easily be interpreted by inspection of the figures in
the table, along with evaluation of the many spontaneous remarks cited above.
About two-thirds (64.4%) of the A.A. schools omitted answering the question, but
only one-quarter (25.0%) of the doctoral schools did so. Again, we find that the
4-year institutions seem to resemble the higher level schools more than they do
the 2-year institutions. (A test of the difference between doctoral and master's
schools yielded X2.= 0.64 which was statistically insignificant, However the
difference between 2-year and 4-year schools yielded XL = 10.58, p:c".01, 1 df.)

The whole picture, both qualitative and quantitative, adds up to the
fact that the 2-year institutions do not currently perceive need for doctorates,
whether D.A.'s or Ph.D.'s, on their faculties. In the beginning wording of the
question, "If you feel that all college teachers should have a doctorate," the
conditional "if" and the provision of only two boxes for doctorates, but none
for any lesser degrees, had invited thcia not to answer the question at all.

Turning now to the 86 respondents who answered Question 10, data on
their replies are presented in Table 15. Answers were tabulated in terms of
perceatage of D.A.'s in the "mix" of D.A.'s and Ph.D.'s in their institutions.
Means range from 34.58% for doctoral institutions to 71.19% for A.A. schools.
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Again, the four-year schools are less liberal than the master's degree-
granting instit.Ltions. Interestingly enough, the grand mean for all schools
is 51.16%, ind:Leating about a half and half "mix" of D.A.'s and Ph.D.'s whez
level of institution Is disregarded.

A st1)l ,-.:. analysis of variance (AV) of the data yielded an F ratio of
11.99, irc..301 df = 3/82. There is thus a high degree of statistically signi-
ficant diffslreac--1 between one or more means in the group of four. Using a t
after F following mean differences proved to be very significant:
(1) the difference of 36.61% between associate and doctoral schools, t = 5.72,
114:.01; (2) the difference of 25.56% between bachelor's and associate schools,
t = 3.99, 114:.01; and (3) the difference of 23.07% between doctoral and master's
schools, t = 3.40, 11.1c.01. It should be remembered that there is some unknown
bias in these results, since they are based on answers supplied only by those
who answere57 Question 10. The results, however, are not inconsistent with
earlier fincdrze showing differences in attitudes between the two levels of
undergraduate znd the two levels of graduate institutions.

Tr -1-aer to discuss our results in a more integrated fashion in the
next section, the findings are condensed in Table 16, which presents a summary
of the statistical analyses.

Reference to Table 16 reveals that of 11 significance tests performed
nine were signif'cant. Of these nine, eight may be said to be directly concerned
with the D.A. and one indirectly concerned. The eight of direct concern are:
Q. 1 (approve D.A.); Q. 2 (hire, pay, promote equally); Q. 3 (employed in all or
some disciplines); Q. 4 (year-Jevels of teaching); Q. 5 (dissertation); Q. 6
(personally perceived prestige); Q. 7 (faculty perceived prestige); and 10
(per cent of D.A. in "mix"). The significant one of indirect concern is 10b
dealing with the willingness to answer Q. 10, and involves desire to have either
D.A. or Ph.D. on the faculty. Q. 6 contrasted with Q. 7 gives some insight into
whether administrators rating themselves and their faculties see "eye to eye"
with the latter, and even though statistically insignificant, may give some clue
to "solidarity of acceptance" of the degree by both groups as will be noted in
the next table. Only one question (Q. 9, training for undergraduate teaching)
pertaining directly to the D.A. itself, was insignificant.

In testing the significance of attitudes between the two levels of
graduate institutions, we find that, according to Table 16, there are two
instances of a statistically significant difference--Q. 1 and Q. 10--and in
both cases master's schools are more favorable than doctor's. Three cases
(Q. 2, 3, and 6) are significant between the five and ten per cent levels, and
in each case the master's schools are more favorable than doctor's.

One of our most crucial findings lies in the fact that, when we con-
trast the two levels of undergraduate institutions, the four-year colleges do
not perceive the D.A. in a fashion exactly similar to the twoyear colleges.
They are statistically significantly different in their responses to Q. 4, Q. 5,
Q. 6, Q. 7, and Q. 10. Also, Q. 10b indicates a significant difference between
the two institutions--the four-year colleges more often answer Q. 10, indicat-
ing their greater need for doctorate level teaching of any type.
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Table 16 - Summary of Significance Tests
Among and Between Institutions

Significant
overall?

Sig. between
grad. level schools?

Sig. betWeen
undergraduate
level schools?

1. Apt D.A. Yes Yes No

2. _y, pro-
mpt_ _Lal to Ph.D. Yes No, almost

(.05 to .10 level)
3. Emp_ ,d in

discines Yes No, almost No
(.05 to .10 level)

4. Employed
what year levels. Yes No Yes

5. Disseation Yes No Yes

6. Personally per-
ceived prestige Yes No, almost

(.05 to .10 level) Yes
7. Facult7 per-

ceived prestige Yes Yes

6. Person_Ll vs
vs faculty
7. pres=±ge No No test run No test run

9. Trag No No test run. No test run

10. A DA _n "mix" Yes Yes Yes

10b. Omission of Q. 10 Yes No Yes
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One final table (Table 17) will help further to comprehend the
earlier data. It concerns the degree of favorability to the D.A. (1 is high,
and 4 is low) by simply rank ordering the percentages in each table. The
favorable response is indicated in each case in the table. The only items
that need some explanation are Numbers 4 and 8. Item 4 considers the response
favorable to the D.A., if it answers the "year levels taught" in Table 7 with"4 years." However, the parochial answers to this question, as noted previously
cause the only serious reversal in ranks between the two levels of undergraduate
schools. Item 8, comparing personally perceived vs. faculty perceived prestige,
counts it as unfavorable to the D.A. if the administrator rates himself and his"typical faculty member" the same in attitude about prestige. If this is so,then one must expect a more solid phalanx of opposition to the degree.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The reactions of the 151 respondents taken collectively indicated a
generally favorable reaction towards the Doctor of Arts. Of the eight questions
asking directly about the degree, and to which the great majority or all 151
replied, seven showed majority approval. The percentages were as follows:
Q. 1, "approve," 807.; Q. 2, "hire, pay, and promote," 76%; Q. 3, "teach all
disciplines," 59%; Q. 4, "teach all four years," 60%; Q. 5, "negative on Ph.D.-
type dissertation," 81%; Q. 6, "administrator-perceived prestige about thesame," 57%; Q. 9, "better preparation for undergraduate teaching," 56%. OnlyQ. 7, "faculty-perceived prestige about the same" yielded an overall low per-centage, 28%.

Examination of Tables 16 and 17, and the more detailed analyses
presented in the earlier tables, however, lead to the general overall conclusion
that receptivity to the Doctor of Arts degree was by no means uniform. Table 17
particularly indicates a rather remarkable consistency--the most favorable rank-
ings were given to the D.A. by the associate level schools, next by the master's
schools, third by the bachelor's, and lastly by the doctor's. The consistently
reversed position of the master's and bachelor's schools is one of our most
striking findings.

We shall first pay attention to the doctor's degree-granting schools.
These are the expected producers of the new degree, although the Carnegie
Corporation has not necessarily given grant support for its development only tothe most prestigious Ph.D.-producing institutions. As noted earlier, although
about three-fifths of them approved of the degree (Table 3) only slightly more
than half would "hire, pay, and promote" the D.A. degree holder on an equal basis
with the Ph.D. (Table 4). If we take all 32 respondents, we find about an equal
number--one third in each category--saying "all," "some," or "none" to what
disciplines the D.A. would teach. Again, taking all respondents, we note them
split exactly half and half about D.A.'s teaching all four undergraduate yeare
vs. less than four or not at all. (These figures are easily derived from Tables5 and 7, although the latter were analyzed only for those replying affirmativelyto Question 3.) Seven out of ten believed the prestige of the D.A. to be less
(Table 9), and were willing to state that it would be even less, about 94% of
the time, among their faculties (Table 10). They were very much in accord with
their faculties (saying "same" three out of four times--Table 11). Also they
were more prone than other schools to make pejorative comments about the D.A.
and to say it was unproven in about two-thirds of the comments in Table 12.
The percentage of D.A.'s they would hire in a D.A.-Ph.D. mix was quite low
(about 35%) according to Table 15. (It may have been lower, since not all answered
Q. 10.)



1. Approve D.A.
(Table 3-Yes)

32.

Table 17 - Rank Order of Favorabillty to D.A.
with Favorable Answers Indicated

Doctor's Master's Bachelor's Associate

4 2 3 1

2. Hire, pay, promote
(Table 4-Yes)

3. Employed
(Table 5-A11)

4 2 3 1

4 2 3 1

4. Levels
(Table 7-4 years) 3 2 1 4

5. Dissertation
(Table 8-Negative) 3 2 4 1

6. Personal Prestige
(Table 9-About same
as Ph.D.) 4 2 3 1

7. Faculty Prestige
(Table 10-About same
as Ph.D. 4 2 3 1

8. Personal vs. Faculty
Prestige
(Table 11-Same) 4 2 3 1

9. Non-pe2orative
Comments
(-able 12) 3 2 4 1

10. Training for Teach-
ing

(Table 13-Better than
4- Same as Ph.D.) 3 2 4 1

11. Percentage Mix
(Table 15-Mean
Percentage) 4 2 3 1

Median Rank

33

3 1
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However, it may be noted tha, their position was rather inconsistentin that about four times in five they said the Ph.D. dissertation in its presentform was "probably not" or "not at all" necessary for preparation of under-
graduate teachers (Table 8). Some 55% also said that the D.A. training forteaching undergraduates was better than the Ph.D., and more than eight in tenagreed that it was better than or equal to that of the Ph.D. (Table 13).

Thus, there is real cause for concern here and perhaps is the groundsfor the statements made by Dunham (1970a) mentioned earlier, that "no institu-tion should develop D.A. programs simply for placement at other institutions,"that they should be willing to treat DA's equally with Ph.D.'s and that this isthe real test of commitment to a first class degree. Dunham iterates this in anarticle which appeared about the time of Wingspread. In that paper, he goes onto say:

"...Major research universities will have difficulty meetingithis test, but they must join in the cause. Otherwise, we run the
risk of real tragedy. Many prestigious universities turned theirbacks when mass secondary education, with its need for a large numberof teachers, became a reality. Teacher education was left to theteachers colleges. We face a similar danger now as we move into mass
higher education. If the major institutions turn their backs onceagain, they are likely to regret that decision in the future even morethan they have regretted the consequences of their inaction at the
secondary level. Current graduate student disenchantment with Ph.D.
programs is likely to be an impetus in the right direction" (Dunham
1970b, p. 512).

The official statement on the D.A. by the Council of Graduate Schoolsalso says the following:

"Admission, retention, and degree standards for a Doctor of
Arts program should be as rigorous as those prevailing for a Ph.D.
program and should be under the control of the graduate faculty of
the subject-matter field. Under no circumstances should the Doctorof Arts be utilized as a consolation prize or second class atten-
tuated Ph.D. While program requirements will inevitably differ
because of different objectives, requirements for the Doctor of Arts
should be no less demanding. If it is awarded at the completion of
a program equal in quality and rigor to the Ph.D., its recipientsshould be employed in their areas of competence on a comparable basis
to those holding the Ph.D. The standards and reputation of the
graduate school awarding the degree are the significant determinants"(Council of Graduate Schools, 1970, pp. 6-7).

If the Carnegie Corporation's and CGS's caveats about willingness to"hire, promote, and pay" D.A. degree holders and to treat them with equal respect
to Ph.D.'s mean anything, it would appear from our results that they rest muchmore lightly on doctoral degree institutions than they do on lesser level schools.Unfortunately, the current collapse in the Ph.D. employment market in colleges
may have accentuated this problem.

The master's institutions, as already noted in Table 17, were thesecond most "liberal," among all four groups of institutions. In general,



34.

across all questions, as we examined the data, they were somewhat more accept-
ing of the D.A. than the four-year schools. A very sharp difference from the
latter was shown in Question 4, if we look at the total numbers in both groups,
rather than at the data in Table 7 which had eliminated all those not saying
"yes" to Question 2. Among all master's schools, in this instance, 80.8% of
respondents visualized the D.A. teaching at all four year levels. However,
among all bachelor's schools, only 64.7% gave an unqualified answer of "all
four years." Also, the master's respondents' attitudes on the dissertation
(Table 8), their willingness to say that the D.A.'s training for teaching was
better than or about the same as the Ph.D.'s (Table 13), and their greater
mean percentage of D.A.'s in a "mix" (Table 15) indicate a greater degree of
D.A. acceptance than the bachelor's schools. The answers to these questions
may gAve a rather tenuous clue to their greater acceptance. Most of these
institutions were public state universities--many of them former teacherscolleges. In looking within the master's grouping, there were 17 public and
nine private institutions. Although we had said earlier there ware no statis-
tically significant differences between public and private schools, and this is
still true within the master's group, in seven our of ten comparisons, the
former were more liberal. However, within the bachelor's group there was no
such distinction, even though the four-year public bachelor's only schools are
perhaps smaller versions of what the M.A. schools were only a few years ago
(cf. Table 2). As a matter of fact, visual inspection of the contrast betveen
public master's and public bachelor's schcols revealed the latter to be less
accepting in nine of ten comparisons. (However, we must point out the compara-
tively small N's in both cases.)

This more liberal acceptance by the master's institutions.leads us to
probe Dunham's statements when he talks about what he calls the "Colleges of the
Forgotten Americans." He sayS, about these instituti.ons:

"First let me illustrate more concretely what goes on in one
sector of the academic world. In the spring of 1968 I visited a
number of state college campuses while in the process of putting
together a study of these public four-year collPges and regional
universities for the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education.
Mostly former teachers colleges, the membership of the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities consists of roughly
275 institutions enrolling a quarter of all students in higher edu-
cation. Expanding their enrollments rapidly and trying on differ-
ent functions, many of these places have an identity problem....
Community colleges have charted their course and the traditional
state universities likewise have their sights set, but the emerging
or developing public institutions in the middle are much in a
quandary as to their roles. Despite the debate, the direc:eien of
their movement is in my opinion, appallingly clear " (Dunham, 1970b,
pp. 506-507).

He goes on to argue that this movement is toward a Harvard-Berkeley-
Michigan model, towards prestige and status, towards hiring research-orifmted
Ph.D.'s not interested in teaching the type of average undergraduate found in
these institutions. He predicts that these new, younger Ph.D.'s will gradually
outvote the older professors who have education degrees.

That these public four-year colleges and regional universities have
an "identity problem" is very clear from inspection across ten questions we

245
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examined. However this problem seems to exist between institutional levels,
rather than across them. As noted above, there seems to be much disagreement
between public master's and public four-year colleges. The high degree of
acceptance of the D.A. shown by our master's respondents at the present moment
in time does not reflect a move toward a prestige-university model but perhaps
still reflects more of a teachers college type of tradition. On 0_ other hand,
smaller four-year public colleges may be still clinging to more of a Ph.D.-
teaching model or perhaps striving to differentiate their images from those of
community colleges. We can only surmise here, because of our rather small num-
bers, but the fact that there is "quandary (of) roles," as Dunham suggests, does
exist but perhaps not for the main reason he suggests. Further expansion of
this study, with larger N's should help clarify this problem.

The four-year colleges' responses were also quite interesting, if we
examine Tables 16 and 17. Overall, the majority approved of the D.A,, were
willing to treat D.A. holders equally, felt they could teach in all disciplines,
would use them at all year levels, etc., etc. Yet generally, their attitudes
were next to least accepting, after those of the doctoral schools. But probably'-
the most intriguing finding is that, as noted before in Table 16, in six of nine
X2 t ests run, they were significantly differentiated from the two-year level
colleges as less accepting. No public-private dichotomy gave any clue to the
cause of this situation. Looking within the private schools themselves, there
were 17 schools which were purely liberal arts colleges, and eight which said
they were liberal arts plus some other undergraduate degree-granting institutions.
Nothing appeared to explain Table 16 results from inspection of these data,
although it was thought a purely liberal arts teaching tradition would lead to
less acceptance of the degree. That they perceived the roles of their teachers
as very much different from the two-year colleges was very apparent, however,
both from the statistically significant and insignificant results.

These attitudes of the four-year colleges have implications for equal
acceptance of the D.A. among all undergraduate institutions. At the very least,
it suggests that a keener awareness of the capability of D.A.'s for undergraduate
teaching needs to be developed among the four-year colleges and that they somehow
must not feel threatened by some imagined loss of prestf.ge by hiring D.A.'s in
their faculty mix. Eastman expresses their feelings well in his introductory
remarks at Wingspread.

"...What was at times taken to be an argument for instituting
the D.A., that it would serve the community colleges (a point hotly
contested by community college representatives) let others to assume
that the D.A. was being downgraded: it would be good enough for com-
munity colleges but not for higher institutions" (Eastman, 1970b,
p. xii).

The Carnegie Quarterly argues along with Dunham that many of the state
colleges are caught up in a Harvard-Berkeley image, something we have questioned
nbove at least about current master's schools attitudes. However, our thesis,
derived from our data, that perhaps the four-year colleges may perceive the D.A.
as a "junior college" degree, and consequently need to redefine their roles better
in order to differentiate themselves from the latter is well stated in the fol-
lowing words:

36
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"The pity is...that the state colleges have jobs to per-
form that are just as important, among them educating the
teachers, business men, engineers, housewives, and nurses of
the nation. If the faculty of those institutions prefer as a model
the highly selective liberal arts college or university whose
primary job is preparing scholars for law, medicne, and the
graduate schools of arts and sciences, the rescat is to create
eighth-rate imitations of the few great research universities and
to leave the fundamental job largely undone...." (Anonymous,
Carnegie Quarterly, 1970, p. 2).

However, a few sentences later, the Quarterly talks about redirectingpotential Ph.D. candidates into D.A. programs to open up a new market in the
community colleges and help restore a balanced "ecology- in the higher educa-tional system. Such a suggestion would not currently reassure fcur-year schools,
we believe from our data.

Finally, as regards the levels of institutions, we come to the juniorcolleges. The literature is replete with references to how the D.A. might beespecially valuable in the two-year schools (e.g., Wortham, 1967; McCarthy, 1969;Carnegie Quarterly, 1970; Eastman, 1970b; Anderson, 1970.) The attitudes of approvalof the D.A. by the A.A.-level schools are outstanding in all our data. However,as Question 10b delineates very sharply, expressed attitudes may not necessarilybe followed by action. To repeat what we said earlier, almost two in three ofthe two-year institutions omitted Question 10 on the right "percentage mix,"
a fact which we interpreted to mean that they do not currently perceive a need foreither D.A.'s or Ph.D.'s. Our interpretation, we said, was especially reinforcedby the many written-in opinions denying need for doctoral level teachers. Thissituation points up a dilemma for the emerging D.A. With a somewhat more rejectingattitude about the legrr- among the fotr:-year schools (and it should be stressedhere that this was nclt, a denial, as all our data testify) and a lack of felt needamong the junior collges, the dilemma is well expressed by J. Boyd Page, presi-dent of the CGS, who pointed out at Wingspread that there is fair agreement thatneed for a D.A. exists, but we iave not reached "full agreement on the 'job descrip-tion' for the ultimate teaching position we expect the holders of our D.A. degreeto occupy " (Page, 1970, pp. 84-85).

This need for a "job description" fcr the D.A. in the junior colleges
particularly is most vexing to many who have pondered the problem. Eastman (1970)summarizing comments by Blocker (1970) and others at Wingspread, says the following:

...Perhaps the most striking aspect of the entire conference
was the position taken by the community college representatives.
They made it abundantly clear that they are not merely the first two
years of a fetur year college. They are a new breed of institution,
relating in new ways to the student and the community and in need of
a kind of teacher that neither Ph.D. nor D.A. programs seem likely to
produce, though the D.A. would come closer, particularly for super-visory posts. They have, as a major function, training in the tech-
nologies, for which present doctoral programs fail to prepare teachers.
They want teachers committed to students, content to put their all into
community colleges, and educated to some extent, in the history and
sociology of two-year institutions. In most of these respects, the
products of present graduate programs fail them. Many of the communitv
colleges have done away with departments, substituting the larger
'divisions' therefor, and they seek staff ready to cross disciplinary
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lines ant endowed with a modir'im of middle-management competence:
there are, they say, thousands of divisional chairman's posts waiting
for the students now in graduate school or just out of it. No gradu-
ate training of the Ph.D. or D.A. variety ceems to provide the middle
management Competence...but for breadth the 71.A.. may offer something,
and for the commitment to teaching and for some feeling of educational
history the D.A. again, in certain universities, may be of service"
(Eastman, 1970b, p. xii).

It is entirely possible that the junior colleges' response indicated
in Table 14 (omissions to Q. 10) also reflects tileir satisfaction with master's
training of their teachers. Rees (1970) points out that a New York State
Education Department expert charged with inspection of junior college teaching
quality feels that the two-year level schools really need teachers with solid
M.A.'s in arts and science rather than in education, and states that he hopes
that the current discussions about the D.A. will not cause universities--
espec:tally the more prestigious who have been most guilty--to slacken their
efforts to strengthen master's programs.

We must disagree with Rees and so, to some extent does McCarthy (1970),
on the grounds that the current requirements for the master's degree do not
allow sufficient time for coping with the current explosion in knowledge in the
arts and sciences and some experience in "hands on" research, let alone for
provision of the interdisciplinary breadth and preparation for and sensitivity
to professional practice of best teaching strategies. Thus, for many students
a new graduate degree is needed. We offer this opinion because in reply to the
question on preparation for teaching (Question 9, Table 13), nine in ten respondents
judged the D. A. to be better than or equal to the Ph.D. doubt that such
results would have been achieved with a contrast with the master's degree no
matter with what amount of rigor it was offered, or 'wen if the Ph.D. were con-
trasted with a degree such as Candidate in Philosophy, etc.

Perhaps a glimpse of what the junior colleges were really saying is
provided in Table 6, which concerns a limited number of responses about disci-
plines in which the D.A. is and is not employed. The associate level schools
preferred the D.A. more in the arts and sciences fields and not in the
professional-technical fields as did the respondents from higher level schools.
Their special concerns with these latter fields may have caused the many
omissions in Question 10. Presence of D.A.'s trained in arts and sciences areas
alongside master's people trained in technologies may render the latter "second
class citizens." Eastman's comments about the community colleges' contentions
that they are not merely the first two years of a four year college are very
much apropros therefore.

We must turn attention now to some problems our data seem to be point-
ing up, not necessarily in reference to differential attitudes toward the D.A.
in general among 12vels of institutions but to problems cutting across these
levels. One of these is concerned with disciplines to be taught by the D.A.
Apparently, one of the Carnegie Corporation proposal support guidelines makes
no distinction between arts and sciences disciplines, but says simply, "Admis-
sions, program administration, and the awarding of degrees are under the juris-
diction of the arts and science faculty, not the education faculty" (Dunham,
1970a). D.A.'s have been launched therefore in all arts and sciences disciplines.

3,8
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The 59% of all our 151 respondents (see note to Table 6) who said "all"
agreed with this approach. However, we must pay attention to the sub-
stantial minority (41%) who said "some," or essentially "none" by answer-
ing Q. 2 negatively. The 30 respondents who answered "some" to disciplines
to be taught by the D.A. seemed to favor the D.A. teaching more in the
humanities-social science areas than in the mathematics-natural sciences areas.
This may have occurred for one or all of three reasons. (1) Perhaps it was a
reflection of the "arts" aspect of "Doctor of Arts" (as distinguished, say,
from a "Doctor of Science"). (2) Or it may also have reflected an awareness
of the greater difficulty of execution of Ph.D.'s in the humanities-social
sciences areas. Wortham (1967) cites one source which states that in English,
for example, the median time it takes to get a Ph.D. is 9.7 years.Rosenhaupt
(1970) reports that among the cream of Ph.D. candidates, the Woodrow Wilson
fellows, the following figures obtained after six to eight years of graduate
work: of 192 male science majors, 69% had obtained the Ph.D.; 447 of 183
social scientists had; and only 31% of humanists. He states that even at
Princeton, which offers full support to virtually all graduate students, after
:Ox to eight years, only 50% of humanist fellows had the Ph.D. (3) Finally,
the respondents may have reflected the opinion of Page (1970) that the Ph.D.
should teach the sciences.

Our data may thus help cast some light on the "degree of choice"
question mentioned earlier in connection with Question 3. Should the D.A. then
be more a degree of choice for the humanities and social sciences? Are our
respondents who are saying "some" and mentioning these disciplines more fre-
quently in tune with Rosenhaupt's figures, whether or not they are aware of them?
Maybe these respondents are reflecting some of the debate which has centered
around a "degree of choice" issue or a "reform the Ph.D." issue. (Perhaps future
research may show our "none" respondents in the latter camp.) The debate was in
full bloom at Wingspread. Shugrue, for example, reporting at that conference
after just coming from a meeting for chairmen of 35 major English departments,
says:

"...While most of that powerful group f/avored the reform of
the Ph.U, rather than the establishment of alternative programs, such
as the D.A., several, including some of the most astute and articulate
chairmen present, argued for a strong endorsement of the D.A....I feel
confident that the English profession is already in agreement on three
points: that no new Ph.D. programs like the current ones be established
in the next few years; (2) that all graduate programs be significantly
modified to meet the needs of the 70's; and (3) that the D.A. be given
at least a limited opportunity to prove its worth" (Shugrue, 1970,
pp. 35-36).

The "reform the Ph.D." group is typified in an announcement in the May
1970 issue of Publications of the Modern Language Association to the effect that
the University of Utah had introduced an alterlate dissertation plan for the
English Ph.D. with a focus on the Ph.D. as a scholar-teacher. The degree granted
would be a Ph.D., but the whole approach is obviously that of the D.A. Also in
the author's files is a letter from the head of a foreign languages department
at a prominent university sent to colleagues throughout the country pleading for
simultaneous establishment of the D.A. in several foreign languages at many major
universities to forestall criticism that "University X was offering a 'cheap'
doctorate."
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Smith, a physicist, also at Wingspread delivered a paper entitled,"An Argument for Calling the Teaching Doctorate a Ph.D." (Smith, 1970). Hede-cribed his own graduate experience working for a Ph.D. in experimentalphysics as tantamount to D.A. training, and stated that he believed that thedistinction between applied and experimental physicists and mathematiciansmay almost be that between the D.A. and the Ph.D. A conference on the
graduate preparation of scientists for undergraduate teaching talked about"the revised Ph.D. in the sciences" which is essentially a D.A. type of degreeand which is being awarded in mathematics by the University of Wisconsin. Alsomentioned at that conference was a revised Ph.D. in the sciences, but stress-ing teaching preparation at the University of California at Berkeley (ConferenceReport, AAC and CGS).

Another of our findings which turned out to be quite surprising, wasthe overwhelming majority (a-5.3% for practically all our respondents, with
percentages ranging from 74.2% for four-year schools to 94.8% for associatelevel schools) who stated that they did not believe the Ph.D. dissertation in itspresent form was a necessary qualification for undergraduate college teaching.As we stated before, we did not think question format was the relevant issue.As noted above, institutions'such

as Bezkeley, Utah, and Wisconsin, among others,have joined the "reform the Ph.D." camp--to a great degree by changing the natureof the dissertation. This activity on the part of major universities supportsour contention that our answers to Question 5 were for the most part valid.

The whole problem of the dissertation has been better stated by Bowersthaa by anyone else, in our opinion, and may give the answer to why over eight inten of our respondents answered the question the way they did. He says:

"On the other hand, if we talk about preparation for undergraduateteaching in the colleges, we should emphasize much more strongly thepreparation and study years required by the doctorate before the research
dissertation is begun. Given the usual dissertation subject, it is hardto argue that the writing of the dissertation prepares a student in anymaterial way to be a superior undergraduate teacher. The proof is inthe eating, as usual. How many nationally recognized researcia scholarsare teaching in colleges? The almost invariable history of the under-
graduate teacher is that he reads, he ruminates, he teaches (more often
effectively char, not), he enjoys life one hopes, but he does not do much
active research that ends in publication. The research focus of the
latter part of the doctorate, therefore, is of no use to him in laterlife, on the evidence. The dissertation theoretically trains all our
young teachers to be research scholars, but the facts are that only a
very, very few ever justify the research, or final accomplishment,
part of the degree by the continuous publication of fresh independentresearch after their doctorate. This is the basic anomaly at the root ofour Ph.D. system. This is the worm in the core of the absurd situation
that an originally conceived pure research degree is now the standard
requirement for undergraduate teaching, a function for which its researchemphasis is if not almost useless, at least ill-adjusted.

"On the record, the dissertat:on is the major stumbling block tothe award of the doctorate. The inability to complete this dissertation
accounts for most of the academic failures in this country and for muchof the sterility in teaching influenced by this requirement--thousands
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of man-hours of application that could have been devoted to more
culturallj productive ends. The dissertation training, then does
not produce sufficient scholarship to justify its requirement for the
vast majority of those who receive their doctorates and enter college
as opposed to university teaching. If so, are there arguments in
favor of the dissertation as justifying itself, nevertheless, in
training superior undergraduate teachers? I must say I have never
heard an argument that was convincing to me. rien put up ag..Ist the
time and money expended on completing this formulary research part
of the Ph.D. In my own view, for the usual undergraduate teaching
a good man is just as good when he has passed only the preparation,
or the general critical part of the Ph.D. program, and the first
accomplishment stage that tests this work; that is, the rigorous
learning process of the graduate courses and the private reading
necessary for the batteries of preliminary doctoral examinations.
All the dissertation degree candidate has is a few more years of
living and of experience before he starts his classes in college,
plus the extra dogged-does-it " (Bowers, 1965, p. 126).

Comment needs to be made now about Question 7, in which our respond-
ents collectively stated that of their "typical faculty members," 72% would
perceive the D.A. as inferior to the Ph.D. in prestige (Table 10). This, of
course, is not unexpected, and portrays effectively where opposition to the D.A.
will come from. Since perhaps the main difference between D.A. and Ph.D. is
research performance of the latter in the dissertatinr, the kind of research
and potential research productivity become the criterion for prestige.

But study after study indicates very low research productivity after
attainment of the Ph.D., as Bowers states. We shall cite but one because it
involves (a) one of the most prestigious institutions not only in this country,
but in the world, (b) a long-term follow-up of doctoral alumni for 30 years,
and (c) a field in which research has been heavily supported during much of
that period. Morse and Koster (1961) report on achievements of physics graduates
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology since 1930--the report includes both
Ph.D.'s and Sc.D.'s but makes no distinction between them, describing cheir
t.,raining as exactly the same, the award of whichever degree being the student's
choice. Morse and Koster give counts of published physics papers abs racted in
Science Abstracts for thc,-se individuals. Working from their data we calculated
that the output for MIT alumni from 1935 to 1954 in terms of published papers
averaged 0.5 per man per year in the first five-year period after the degree;
from 1935 to 1949, the mean was exactly the same for the first.ten-year period
after the degree. The 1955-59 group had a mean of 1.7 up to 1960 (incomplete data).

The truth about most Ph.D.'s, then, is that somehow post-doctoral
research productivity is practically nonexistent. But if this is so, then the
"prestige" is but a mirage. When asked in Question 8, why (either in Questions
6 or 7) the D.A. would be perceived as "less than Ph.D."--and since the "less
than" was checked far more often in Q. 7 (faculty) then in Q. 6 (administrator-
respondent)--very often comments appeared about faculty such as "faculty resent-
ment," "faculty are a peculiar breed," "typical human reaction of those who hold
the Ph.D.," etc.

Heiss:
The reactions we received are remarkably in tune with comments by
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"The transcendent changes in the world of ideas render
traditional methods of programming graduate education inade-
quate and unsuited for present demands, much less those of the
future. If McLuhan's thesis is correct that individuals per-
ceive 0,-1- preceding environment to be the present, planning
at best represents a lag. Faculty who plan graduate programs
appear to be especially afflicted with this form of retrogres-
sive vision. Many who severely critici2.ed the reouirements
and practices in their own Ph.D. programs as outmoied and un-
realistic, appear strangely incapable of suggesting modifica-
tions or designing imaginative new patterns when they are
charged with planning graduate study. Berelson's observation
that 'more than in any other profession...present practices
are perpetuated precisely because the judges of the product
are themselves producers' suggests that a closed system is in
operation. Howard Mumford Jones credits William James with
having said that 'no priesthood ever originates its own
reforms' " (Reiss, 1968, p. 2).

Finally, we come to Question 9 (Table 13). Here we had stated
earlier that whatever negativism towards the D.A. existed, it was not because
respondents thought that it would not do the job of preparation for under-
graduate teaching. As we look across levels of schools in Table 13, there is
very little variation in the percentages (52.0% to 60.0%) of respondents rating
it as better than the Ph.D. Also there is slight variation in those rating it
about the same (31.0% to 40.0%); in all, 86.2% to 98.2% of respondents across
schools rate it equal to or better than the Ph.D., the total for all respondents
being 90.6%. Understanding of its purpose--preparation for teaching under-
graduates--is then very clear. But when we examine this overall response to
Question 9, with nine in ten rating it so well, and compare the responses with
other questions given in the first paragraph of this discussion of results, we
have proof positive of what many have contended--preparation for (and later
devotion to) undergraduate teaching takes very much a second place in the world
of academe. Particularly ironic is the attitude of the four-year colleges, to
whom this should be a prime consideration.

The ambiguity of thinking resulting in the answers to Questions 5, 7,
and 9 is nicely summed up by F-Iperson when he offers his critique of belief
systems in the faculty culture--belief systems which have widespread acceptance
among graduate faculties and university departments. One of these strongly held
beliefs is that:

"Scholars must devt,iop extensive research competencies before
they can be relied upon to serve as qualified transmitters of the
discipline's culture. An individual who has not demonstrated the
thoroughness and tenacity to complete a significant piece of
scholarly research cannot be trusted as a purveyor of the culture
of the guild. There are qualities acquired in the discipline of
research that make a person more effective in his teaching role "
(Epperson, 1970, p. 3).
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To sum up the general tenor of our findings, we might sal, that
collfely, among the administrative officers of the institutions cont-z.ted
the r7i..-actions to the Doctor of Arts degree are favorable, varying, of course,
from _Level to level of institution and from question to question about the D.A.
The Nva=7 long-term tradition of Ph.D. training for college teaching may be
rathe:: difficult to change, but we feel that our data show there is a strong
sense :A need for change, demonstrated not only in the great degree of response
to tne basic questionnaire itself but also in the positive answers to a majority
of the questions. The fact that this study was done in the Southwestern area of
the United S-zates should also be considered since the number of highly prestigious
universities and colleges in that region is rather limited. We have no Big Tens,
no Ivy Leagues, not even a little Ivy League. Further research in other areas of
the country is definitely in order.

SUMMARY

Questionnaires on attitudes towards the Doctor of Arts were sent to
187 accredited institutions in the Southwest, with useable replies received from
81%. There was a majority of favorable responses to questions concerning approval
of the degree, willingness to hire, pay, and promote D.A. holders on an equal
basis with Ph.D. degree holders; allowing D.A.'s to teach all disciplines at all
four undergraduate year levels; adequacy of preparation for undergraduate teach-
ing; and administrator perceived prestige. Four out of five respondents felt
that the currently conceived Ph.D. dissertation was not a sine qua non for under-
graduate teaching. Only in faculty-perceived prestige did che D.A. fall con-
siderably below the Ph.D.

There were significant differences, however, among various levels of
institutions in their attitudes. Generally speaking, the doctoral institutions
were least favorable, the bachelor's schools next, the master's-specialist's
schools third, and the two-year colleges most favorable in their attitudes. In
several instances, there were statistically significant differences in attitudes
between the two graduate level institutions, and even sharper differences between
the two undergraduate level institutions. Receptivity among the junior colleges
may be marred by the lack of perceived need for any doctorate level teachers,
D.A. or Ph.D., among a majority of them at this time.
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Dear President

45 .

APPENDIX A

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES

Date

There has been considerable discussion about the new
Doctor of Arts degree which is oriented to college
teaching. rather than research, and which has been
approved by the Council of Graduate Schools.

I am engaged in preliminary explorations concerning
the need for this degree in our area. Enclosed are
brief facts about the degree, especially comparisons
with the Ph.D. After reading these and adding your
judgment concerning your institutional, state, and
community needs, would you please answer the enclosed
brief questionnaire?

If you want more information about the D.A., I would
be happy te send it to you if you so indicate on the
questionnairealso, results of this study when com-
pleted.

Your reaction will be helpful in our thinking. Please
return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.
Thank you fer your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Ralph D. Norman
Associate Dean



APPENDIX B

THE DOCTOR OF ARTS DEGREE 1

1. Basic Rationale for the Degree

46.

a. Many individuals believe that preparation of the college teacher falls
far short of what is necessary and desirable. The problem has both qualitative
and quantitative aspects. From the qualitative side, the following may be said:

(1) The kind of preparation is somehow seriously lacking. Generally
speaking, graduate schools do well in preparirg Ph.D.'s highly trained
in research, but too narrowly specialized. The imprinr this train-
ing often extends into their undergraduate teaching in tecms of
subject matter presentation and attitude toward it. Much current
literature on liberal arts teaching indicates that education points
toward training undergraduate students for graduate careers. Graduate
education fails to turn out a type of "generalist" who will be better
able to relate to undergraduate needs. It. an era cf student unrest,
this may be of more vital importance than previously, especially
with greater Rtudent demands for relevance and voice ;in curriculum
decision-makinz. The key point is that Ph.D. trainirg is such that
graduate students are trained almost exclusively along lines different
from those they will really follow as college teachers.

(2) In many areas of the country, there has been a basic shift in the
student pattern of college attendance, i.e., in the kinds of students
and areas and backgrounds from which they come. Many more
students come or are being actively sought from minority groups.
There has also been a tremendous growth of urban-commuter institu-
tions, branch campuses, university colleges, junior colleges, etc.
This pattern inevitably requires greater attention to the matter of
teaching, since preparation for advanced work, for example, is
probably not the goal of many of these students. Also, a much wider
range of teaching strategies may be needed to instruct such students
who have different needs and purposes from those we have selved
in the past.

.b. Quantitatively, the sheer numbers of students pressing for admiasion to
all types.of institutions, and especially the growth of the junior college move-
ment, have focused attention on the fact that the demands for researchers in
many disciplines does not justify the number produced when compared with the
demand for teachers. (Community colleges and four-year state colleges already
enroll dVer 50Z of all undergraduate students.) While it is recognized that
the argument is often made that research enhances teaching (perhaps more than
the reverse), and.that there should really be no dichotomy between the two, the
hard, cold facts fram a number of atudies show that most college teachers do
little, if any, research. Also, most college teaching of any type is done at
the undergraduate level.

c. The whole question of teaching vs. research is not resolved by changing
the nature of the Ph.D., but in structuring a doctoral program aimed specifi-
cally to Meet teathihg needs. It would then become necessary to designate such
a program accordingly, i.e., T.,4th culmination in a Doctor of Arts (D.A.) degree.
Basic differences between t h.D. and D.A. .are spelled out in.the next'
section.

iPrepared, with aid of auxiliary sources, by Ralph D. Norman, Ph.D., Asso-
ciate Dean, College of Arts and Sciences, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque,
New Mexico, 87106. This is in no way an official document of the University.
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2. Differences in Preparation Between the D.A. and the Ph.D.

Doctor of Arts

(1) Emphasis in graduate education is
that of greater breadth.

(2) More course work, in greater variety,
in own discipline, but also inter-
disciplinary study; stress on inter-
relationships or integration of
disciplines. (Perhaps 75-90 hours
or so, apportioned between course
work and research.)**

(3) Course work should include techniques
of college teaching, educational'
psychology and sociology; study of
student personnel problems; etc.
More attention to problems of
"affective learning".

47.

Doctor of Philosophy

(1) Emphasis in graduate education is
that of greater depth.

(2) Less course work as such with stress
on specialization, largely in one
branch of own discipline. Auxiliary
courses aimed toward the specialty.
(Perhaps 48 hoers as minimum in
course work with remainder credited
to dissertation.)**

(3) Such course work is not stressed or
given. More attention te "cognitive
learning".

(4) Research experience oriented toward (4)
learning; dissertation, original
work but not necessariiy to produce
new knowledge. Thesis required
because only through personal
research experience can candidate
learn about and appreciate research
and understand quality of evidence.

(5) Works only on research problems
which it is anticipated could be
completed within a designated
period of time, e.g., within 1
year on half-time basis or less.

(5)

(6) Internship of about 1 yr. in college
teaching (IL-1.th supervision and
evaluation) required. Should not (6)
be met by usual teaching assistant-
ships,

Research experience oriented strong-
ly toward practice of research
techniques with much emphasis on
problem solving. Must produce new
knowledge. Research experience
stressed throughout training.

Completion time of research largely
dictated by nature of problem,
although not indefinite. (Past
experience shows only 17% of Ph.D.'s
complete dissertations in less than
1 yr.; 46% require 2 or more yrs. to
complete.)

Internship in research. Length
may be indeterminate.

0') Foreign language requirement and/or (7) Foreign language requirement and/or
other appropriate research tool. appropriate research tool.
(Foreign language requirement may
itself be optional. Carnegie
Mellon University, a D.A. pioneer,
has dropped it.)

(8) Comprehensive examinations typical- (8) Comprehensive exams somewhat
ly broader, but no less demanding narrower, with greater stress on
than Ph.D. specialized area.
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(9) Highly developed support facilities
such as large specialized research
libraries, extensive computer and
laboratory equipment, etc., not
visualized as absolutely necessary
in preparation.

(10) In economic terms, net cost of
training would be less to both the
student and institution.

48.
(9) Research emphasis would call for

these facilities to be present to
turn out competent Ph.D.'s.

(10) Net cost inevitably greater to both
student and institution.

** Both degrees visualized as taking no longer than 4 academic years to complete.
The Council of Graduate Schools, in its official statement on the D.A.,
mentions "at least three years of graduate study." The Carnegie Corporation,
a leader in promoting the degree with financial support, says, "no longer
than 4 years in len3th beyond the bachelor's degree, preferably 3 years for
most full-time students."

3. Nature of the Thesis Requirement for the Doctor of Arts

The thesis required would vary from discipline to discipline. In some
there might be restudy of recently done research. In social sciences, for
example, there might be a reevaluation of problems studied in a different
time or social setting. Synthesis of research, using secondary sources,
might offer dissertation topics in almost any field, especially in the
natural sciences. There need not be great reliance on usage of original data,
such as is required for the Ph.D. thesis. For the D.A. dissertation, a
research project related to aJvancement of teaching--development of curricu-
lum materials, evaluation e4 Leaching strategies, etc.--might be acceptable.
Some D.A. dissertations mi_ht be historical, analytic, or expository, as well
the usual critical study 04: Acme ph,..se of a field which is more like the
Ph.D. dissertation.

Whereas a dissertation in the usual sense is freouently mentioned, the
American Association of State Colleges and Universities talks about "scholar-
ly investigation and writing" which may include not only a dissertation, but
a "creative project, or a series of scholarly papers worttbrof publication.'
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APPENDIX C

BRIEF QUESTIONNAIRE ON DOCTOR OF ARTS DEGREE

Yes No D.K.1. Do you approve of the D. A. degree? El F-1 t 12. Would you be willing to hire, pay, and promote D. A. degree
holders on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders? (If Yes Noanswer is No, please skip next 2 questions.)

3. Would you see a D. A. employed in what disciplines? All Some

1 J 173

1 1 LI
(If answer is "Some" please state which ones Yes and which
ones No: Disciplines employing D. A.

Disciplines not employing D. A.

4. if employed, do you visualize a D. A. teaching at which levels?

EiFreshman only CD First 3 years only
Lower div. (Fresh. & Soph. only)

1 All 4 years1 1

5. Some think the Ph.D. degree frequently doesn't fulfill the claimthat the dissertation must contain a really original contributionto knowledge. In some fields Ph.D. dissertations are difficult to
execute because of this demand. In your opinion, is a Ph.D. dis-
sertation in its present form a necessary qualification for train-
ing an undergraduate college teacher? (Check one)

Li
Not at all Probably not Undecided Probably yes Very much so

6. In terms of prestige, how do you personally perceive the D. A. degree?
higher than Ph.D.
about the same as Ph.D.
less than Ph.D.

7. In terms of prestige, how do you suppose your present typical
faculty member wc-'d perceive the D. A. degree?

higher than Ph.D.
about the same as Ph.D.
less than Ph.D.

8. lf in either No. 6 or No. 7 above you checked "less than Ph.D."
please state why.

5tO
cr.:, Az 2)
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9. How do you perceive the training of a D. A. for undergraduate college
teaching as compared with Ph.D.?

better than Ph.D.
about the same as Ph.D.
worse than Ph.D.

10. If you feel that all college teachers should have a doctorate and that
there is room for both D. A.'s and Ph.D.'s, what do you conceive to be
about the right percentage mix of faculty with each degree in your
institution?

1

I % D. A.'s plus I I 7. of Ph.D.'s = 100%

11. Check your type of institution:

Degree Level

LiDoctor's degree granting

I _I

Li
T1

Type

Private

M.A. or Specialist degree granting 1 1 Public

4-year liber arts college only

4-year liberal arts and other degree programs

2-year institution

Other (describe)

12. How many students are enrolled in your institutiJn?

Number
Full-time Equivalents (FTE)

13. I would like to receive further information from you about the relative
merits of the D. A. degree.

Yes No

NAME

TITLE

INSTITUTION

Please return to Dr. Ralph D. Norman, Associate 12 an, & S College, University
of New Mexico, Albuquerque, N. M., S7106, in enclosed self-addresseu envelope.

5 1


